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1 
IntroductionWKHµPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶DQGWKHKLVWRULRJUDSK\RIZHOIDUH
provision 
 
Bernard Harris and Paul Bridgen, Division of Sociology and Social Policy, School of 
Social Sciences, University of Southampton, Highfield, Southampton SO17 1BJ. 
 
AfteULWZDVRIWHQDVVXPHGWKDWWKHµULVH¶RI6WDWHZHOIDUHSURYLVLRQZDVERWK
desirable and inevitable, and that the task of welfare-state historians was to locate 
the origins of public welfare provision and explain its growth.  However, during the 
1970s and 1980 these assumptions were called into question by critics on both sides 
of the political spectrum, and this led to major changes in the pattern of welfare 
provision and the relationship between the state and other welfare providers.1  These 
changes have also had a major effect on the historiography of welfare provision.  
Historians have been forced to pay much more attention to other sources of welfare, 
including individuals and families, neighbours and communities, mutual-aid 
organisations, charities and commercial organisations, and to treat them seriously in 
their own right, instead of simply regarding them as µprecursors¶ of state welfare.2  
                                            
1
  See e.g. Martin Powell and Martin Hewitt, Welfare state and welfare change, Buckingham: 
Open University Press, 2002. 
2
  See SusannaK0RUULVµ&KDQJLQJSHUFHSWLRQVRISKLODQWKURS\LQWKHYROXQWDU\KRXVLQJILHOGLQ
nineteenth- and early-WZHQWLHWKFHQWXU\/RQGRQ¶LQ7KRPDV$GDPHGPhilanthropy, 
patronage and civil society: experiences from Germany, Great Britain and North America, 
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2004, pp. 138-78, at p. 140. 
2 
The reasons why different forms of welfare provision have been chosen at different 
points in time have also been subjected to greater scrutiny.3 
As Norman Johnson has remarked, there is nothing inherently new in the 
FRQFHSWRIDµPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶EHFDXVHµZHOIDUHVWates have always been 
mixed and the same four sectors [the state, the commercial sector, the voluntary 
VHFWRUDQGWKHLQIRUPDOVHFWRU@KDYHDOZD\VEHHQSUHVHQW¶, even though the 
boundaries between them have often been blurred.4  However, the term itself does 
not appear to have been widely used before the 1980s.  In 1983, Sheila Kamerman 
useGWKHSKUDVHµWKHQHZPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶WRGHVFULEHWKHUHODWLRQVKLS
which was beginning to emerge between the statutory and voluntary sectors in the 
8QLWHG6WDWHVDQG.HQ-XGJHDQG0LNH5HGGLQSUHSDUHGDEULHILQJSDSHURQµWKH
mixed economy of weOIDUH¶IRUDFRQIHUHQFHRIVRFLDO-policy academics in the UK.5  
They argued that the term was less ideologically-loaded than the alternative concept 
RIµZHOIDUHSOXUDOLVP¶ZKLFKKDGEHFRPHLQFUHDVLQJO\SRSXODUDPRQJWKRVHZKRQRW
only wished to highlight the existence of a plurality of welfare-providers, but also to 
advocate their use.6 
$OWKRXJKWKHWHUPLQRORJ\RIWKHµPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶RULJLQDWHGLQ
debates about the evolution of social policy in contemporary societies, it has become 
                                            
3
  Ibid.µ2UJDQLVDWLRQDOLQQRYDWLRQLQ9LFWRULDQVRFLDOKRXVLQJ¶Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly, 31 (2002), 186-206. 
4
  Norman Johnson, Mixed economies of welfare: a comparative perspective, Hemel 
Hempstead: Prentice Hall, 1999, p. 22. 
5
  6KHLOD.DPHUPDQµ7KHQHZPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUHSXEOLFDQGSULYDWH¶Social Work, 28 
(1983), 5-10; Ken -XGJHDQG0LNH5HGGLQµ1RWHVSUHSDUHGIRUWKH6RFLDO$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ
Conference on WKH0L[HG(FRQRP\RI:HOIDUH¶&LWHGLQ1RUPDQ-RKQVRQThe welfare state 
in transition: the theory and practice of welfare pluralism, Brighton: Wheatsheaf, 1987, p. 55. 
6
  See also Johnson, The welfare state in transition, p. 55. The concept of welfare pluralism wqs 
DOVRGLVFXVVHGLQ3HWHU%HUHVIRUGDQG6X]\&URIWµ:HOIDUHSOXUDOLVPWKHQHZIDFHRI
)DELDQLVP¶Critical Social Policy, 9 (1984), 19-39. 
3 
increasingly popular in the historical literature.  In 1994, Geoffrey Finlayson argued 
ZLWKUHVSHFWWR%ULWDLQWKDWµWKHUHZDVDOZD\VZKDWLVQRZRIWHQFDOOHGD³PL[HG
HFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH´DQGZLWKLQWKDWPL[HGHFRQRP\WKHVWDWHZDVRQO\RQH
element ± and, arguably, for much of the nineteenth and even the twentieth century 
± LWZDVQRWWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQW¶7  Jane Lewis has also argued that both Britain and 
other European countries have µDOZD\V«KDGDPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUHLQZKLFK
the state, the voluntary sector, the family and the market have played different parts 
DWGLIIHUHQWSRLQWVLQWLPH¶8 and Joanna Innes has claimed WKDWµDPL[HGHFRQRP\RI
ZHOIDUH¶KDVSHUVLVWHGLQZHVWHUQ(XURSHIURPWKHVL[WHHQWKFHQWXU\RQZDUGV9  
Michael Katz and Christoph Sachȕe usHGWKHSKUDVHµWKHPL[HGHFRQRP\RIVRFLDO
ZHOIDUH¶to describe the relationship between public and private welfare provison in 
England, Germany and the United States between the 1870s and the 1930s,10 and 
David Green and Alastair Owens made the concept of DµPL[HGHFRQRP\¶RQHRIWKH
main organising themes of their introduction to a series of essays on family welfare 
in Europe and America since the mid-seventeenth century.11 
                                            
7
  Geoffrey Finlayson, Citizen, state and social welfare in Britain, 1830-1990, Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1994, p. 6. 
8
  -DQH/HZLVµ7KHYROXQWDU\VHFWRULQWKHPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶LQ'DYLG*ODGVWRQHHG
Before Beveridge: welfare before the welfare state, London: Institute of Economic Affairs, 
1999, pp. 10-17, at p. 11; see also ibid., The voluntary sector, the state and social work in 
Britain: the Charity Organisation Society/Family Welfare Association since 1869, Aldershot: 
(GZDUG(OJDUSµ9ROXQWDU\DQGLQIRUPDOZHOIDUH¶LQ5REHUW3DJHDQG5LFKDUG
Silburn, eds., British social welfare in the twentieth century, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 
1999, pp. 249-70, at p. 249. 
9
  -RDQQD,QQHVµ7KH³PL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUHLQHDUO\-modern England: assessments of the 
options from Hale to Malthus (c. 1683-¶LQ0DUWLQ'DXQWRQHGCharity, self-interest and 
welfare in the English past, London: UCL Press, 1996, pp. 139-80, at p. 140. 
10
  Michael Katz and Christoph Sachȕe, eds., The mixed economy of social welfare: 
public/private relations in England, Germany and the United States, the 1870s to the 1930s, 
Baden Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 1996. 
11
  'DYLG5*UHHQDQG$ODVWDLU2ZHQVHGVµ,QWURGXFWLRQIDPLO\ZHOIDUHDQGWKHZHOIDUHIDPLO\¶
in David R. Green and Alastair Owens, eds., Family welfare: gender, property and inheritance 
since the seventeenth century, Wesport: Praeger, 2004, pp. 1-30 (see esp. pp. 5-8). 
4 
Although the development of historical interest in the concept of a mixed 
economy of welfare owed much to the emergence of new attitudes to welfare 
provision in the 1980s and 1990s, it also reflected the application of new approaches 
and methods on the part of historians themselves.  One important dimension of this 
was the desire expressed by many historians to move away from a focus on 
organisations and institutions, and to strengthen their efforts to reconstruct the 
H[SHULHQFHVRIµRUGLQDU\SHRSOH¶IURPEHORZ12  An important example of this kind of 
ZRUNZDV2OZHQ+XIWRQ¶VSDWKEUHDNLQJVWudy of The poor of eighteenth-century 
France.  Hufton examined the full range of strategies employed by peasant 
households under the ancien régime to make ends meet, including not only 
subsistence production, but also begging and migration.13  Hufton was responsible 
IRULQWURGXFLQJWKHSKUDVHµHFRQRP\RIPDNHVKLIWs¶WRWKHVWXG\RIHDUO\-modern 
ZHOIDUHDQGKHUZRUNKDVUHFHQWO\EHHQGHVFULEHGDVµWKHILUVWV\VWHPDWLFKLVWRULFDO
DQDO\VLV¶RILQIRUPDOUHOLHILQHDUO\-modern societies.14 
The desire to reconstrucWWKHKLVWRU\RIµLQIRUPDOZHOIDUH¶KDVQRWEHHQ
confined to the early-modern period.  In Britain, both Michael Anderson and 
Marguerite Dupree have argued that the first call for individuals who were 
experiencing distress was on their own families, and this principle remained at the 
heart of much public welfare policy for much of the nineteenth and twentieth 
                                            
12
  6HHHJ-LP6KDUSHµ+LVWRU\IURPEHORZ¶LQ3Hter Burke, ed., New perspectives on historical 
writing, Oxford: Polity Press, 1991, pp. 24-6KDUSHDUJXHVWKDWWKHILUVWµVHULRXVVWDWHPHQW¶
of the possibility of such an approach was made by Edward Thompson in an article published 
in the Times Literary Supplement in 1966 (see ibid., p. 25). 
13
  Olwen Hufton, The poor of eighteenth-century France, 1750-1789, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1974. 
14
  Steve Hindle, On the parish: the micropolitics of poor relief in rural England, c. 1550-1750, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004, pp. 17-18. 
5 
centuries.15  However, as Catharina Lis and Hugo Soly have argued, many 
individuals were likely to find themselves in situations in which they were unable to 
call on their families for assistance, and in these situations they often found it 
necessary to rely on their friends and neighbours. 16  In Imperial Russia, it was 
customary for the members of peasant communities to help one another by providing 
food and shelter, together with other forms of assistance.17  In London, during the 
late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries, poor women helped each other by 
providing gifts of food and clothing, contributing to funeral expenses, assisting with 
childbirth, and offering accommodation to battered wives and evicted families.18 
Although it is important not to underestimate the extent of the informal ties 
which help to bind working-class communities, these were not the only factors which 
helped to sustain poor families in times of need.  As Paul Johnson has shown, 
working-class families also sought to maintain and improve their living standards and 
protect themselves against misfortune by taking out private insurance, joining 
mutual-aid organisations, acquiring credit and accruing small amounts of personal 
savings.  Although such activities have often been seen as an integral part of 
working-class community life during the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth 
                                            
15
  Michael Anderson, Family structure in nineteenth-century Lancashire, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1971, p. 137; Marguerite Dupree, Family structure in the Staffordshire 
Potteries, Oxford: Oxford University Press, S$QQH&URZWKHUµ)DPLO\
UHVSRQVLELOLW\DQGVWDWHUHVSRQVLELOLW\LQ%ULWDLQEHIRUHWKHZHOIDUHVWDWH¶Historical Journal, 25 
(1982), 131-45. 
16
  &DWKDULQD/LVDQG+XJR6RO\µ1HLJKERXUKRRGVRFLDOFKDQJHLQZHVW(XURSHDQFLWLHV
sixteenth to ninHWHHQWKFHQWXULHV¶International Review of Social History, 38 (1993), 1-30, at 
p. 13. 
17
  Adele Lindenmeyr, Poverty is not a vice: charity, society and the state in Imperial Russia, 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996, p. 53. 
18
  (OOHQ5RVVµ6XUYLYDOQHWZRUNVZRPHQ¶VQHLJKERXUKRRGVKDULQJLQ/RQGRQEHIRUH:RUOG:DU
¶History Workshop Journal, 15 (1983), 4-27, at pp. 6-8; see also ibid., Love and toil: 
motherhood in outcast London, 1870-1914, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993. 
6 
centuries, Johnson argued that they also had a strongly individualistic motivation and 
WKDWWKH\WHQGHGµDVPXFKWRVWUHQJWKHQWKHSDUWLFXODULVPRIORFDOFRPPXQLWLHVDVWR
mould a national working-FODVVFRQVFLRXVQHVV¶19 
Among the different types of organisations studied by Johnson, one of the 
most important was the fraternal or friendly society.  As David Neave has shown, 
friendly societies have existed in Britain since at least the seventeenth century,20 but 
their numbers increased significantly in the late-eighteenth and early-nineteenth 
centuries, and they grew most rapidly after 1850.  Although there were some female 
IULHQGO\VRFLHWLHVDQGVRPHµPL[HG¶VRFLHWLHVDGPLWWHGIHPDOHPHPEHUVWKHPDMRULW\
of friendly societies drew the bulk of their membership from the male working-class.21  
They often had a rich associational culture, which was reflected in their colourful 
titles and rituals, and this played a crucial role in establishing the bonds of trust 
which helped to maintain organisational solidarity.22  However, their most important 
contribution to the maintenance of material well-being was to provide a range of 
welfare benefits, including sickness insurance, medical care, old-age pensions and 
                                            
19
  Paul Johnson, Saving and spending: the working-class economy in Britain, 1870-1939, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985, p. 10.  See also ibid.µ3ULYDWHDQGSXEOLFVRFLDOZHOIDUH
in Britain, 1870-¶LQ0LFKDHO.DW]DQG&KULVWRSK6DFKȕe, eds., The mixed economy of 
social welfare: public/private relations in England, Germany and the United States, the 1870s 
to the 1930s, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 1996, pp. 129-µ5LVN
redistribution and social welfare in Britain from thHSRRU/DZWR%HYHULGJH¶LQ0DUWLQ'DXQWRQ
ed., Charity, self-interest and welfare in the English past, London: UCL Press, 1996, pp. 225-
48. 
20
  'DYLG1HDYHµ)ULHQGO\VRFLHWLHVLQ*UHDW%ULWDLQ¶LQ0DUFHOYDQGHU/LQGHQHGSocial 
security mutualism: the comparative history of mutual benefit societies, Bern: Peter Lang, 41-
64, at p. 46; see also Simon Cordery, British friendly societies, 1750-1914, Basingstoke: 
Palgrave, 2003, p. 22. 
21
  1HDYHµ)ULHQGO\VRFLHWLHVLQ*UHDW%ULWDLQ¶S&RUGHU\British friendly societies, pp. 24-5.  
IQ3DULVµZRPHQIRUPHGRQO\VL[SHUFHQWRIDOOPXWXDOLVWVLQ¶6HH0LFKDHO6LEDOLVµ7KH
mutual aid societies of Paris, 1789-¶French History, 3 (1989), 1-30, at p. 12. 
22
  See e.g. Cordery, British friendly societies. 
7 
death benefits.  %\WKHUHZHUHMXVWXQGHUµWUXH¶IULHQGO\VRFLHWLHVLQWKH
United Kingdom, with a combined membership of just over 7.6 million.23 
These were not the only mutual-aid organisations which sought to provide 
welfare benefits for their members.  In Britain, many trade unions also provided 
welfare services, including not only sickness and accident insurance, but also 
unemployment benefits.24  The second half of the nineteenth century also witnessed 
the development of a range of other initiatives, including cooperative and building 
societies, together with hospital contributory schemes.25  These were designed to 
enable working-class people to obtain free medical treatment in charitable, or 
µYROXQWDU\¶KRVSLWDOVZLWKRXWWKHQHHGIRUDVXEVFULEHU¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRQLQUHWXUQ
for a regular subscription.26 
There has also been a significant increase in the amount of interest shown in 
the history of mutual aid in other parts of the world.  In 1989, Michael Sibalis 
published a pioneering study of the mutual-aid societies of Paris between 1789 and 
1848,27 and Allan Mitchell subsequently published an overview of the development of 
mutual-aid societies in the whole of France during the second half of the nineteenth 
                                            
23
  Bernard Harris, The origins of the British welfare state: social welfare in England and Wales, 
1800-1945, Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2004, pp. 79-7KHUHZHUHDOVRµFROOHFWLQJ
VRFLHWLHV¶ZKLFKZHUHODUJHQDWLRQDORUJDQLVDWLRQVVSHFLDOLVLQJin burial insurance.  They were 
responsible for 7,554,266 policies in 1914. 
24
  Harris, Origins of the British welfare state, pp. 84-7. 
25
  Ibid., pp. 87, 193-5.  See also Peter Gosden, Self-help: voluntary associations in nineteenth-
century Britain, London: Batsford, 1973; Johnson, Saving and spending, esp. Chs. 2, 3 and 5; 
Eric Hopkins, Working-class self-help in nineteenth-century England, London: UCL Press, 
1995. 
26
  Martin Gorsky and John Mohan, with Tim Willis, Mutualism and health care: British hospital 
contributory schemes in the twentieth century, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 
esp. Ch. 2. 
27
  6LEDOLVµ7KHPXWXDODLGVRFLHWLHVRI3DULV¶ 
8 
century.28  In 1996, Marcel van der Linden edited a collection of essays on the 
development of mutual-aid organisations in 26 different countries, including 
contributions dealing not only with Europe, but also with different parts of Asia, 
Australasia, and both North and South America.29  A number of important 
monographs have also been published, including $ODQ%DNHU¶VDQDO\VLVRIIUDWHUQLW\
in the French countryside, *HRUJHDQG+HUEHUW(PHU\¶VVWXG\RIWKH,QGHSHQGHQW
Order of Odd Fellows and the evolution of sickness insurance in the United States 
DQG&DQDGD'DYLG%HLWR¶VDFFRXQWRIWKHKLVWRU\RIPXWXDODLGLQWKH8QLWHG6Wates, 
DQG'DYLG*UHHQ¶VDFFRXQW of the history of friendly societies in Australia.30 
Although membership of the majority of mutual-aid organisations was usually 
voluntary, this was not necessarily the case.  Between 1845 and 1876, the Prussian 
authorities passed a series of laws which enabled municipal authorities to compel 
µMRXUQH\PHQDVVLVWDQWVDSSUHQWLFHVDQGLQGXVWULDOZRUNHUV¶WRMRLQORFDOVLFNQHVV
insurance funds, or Hilfskassen, and many local authorities in industrial areas 
decided to implement this power as a way of reducing the cost of poor relief, 
                                            
28
  $OODQ0LWFKHOOµ7KHIXQFWLRQDQGPDOIXQFWLRQRIPXWXDO-aid societies in nineteenth-century 
)UDQFH¶LQ Jonathan Barry and Colin Jones, eds., Medicine and charity before the welfare 
state, London: Routledge, 1991, pp. 172-89.  See also ibid., The divided path: the German 
influence on social reform in France after 1870, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1991, esp. Chapter 10 (pp. 223-51). 
29
  Marcel van der Linden, ed., Social security mutualism: the comparative history of mutual 
benefit societies, Bern: Peter Lang, 1996. 
30
  Alan Baker, Fraternity among the French peasantry: sociability and voluntary associations in 
the Loire valley, 1815-1914, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999; George Emery 
and J.C. Herbert Emery, $\RXQJPDQ¶VEHQHILWWKH,QGHSHQGHQW2UGHURI2GG)HOORZVDQG
sickness insurance in the United States and Canada, 1860-1929, Montreal: McGill-4XHHQ¶V
University Press; David Beito, From mutual aid to the welfare state: fraternal societies and 
social services, 1890-1967, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000; David G. 
Green, Mutual aid or welfare state: Australia's friendly societies, London: Allen and Unwin, 
1984. 
9 
especially in the Rhine provinces and around Berlin.31  However, these powers were 
much less likely to be adopted in other parts of the country.  According to Peter 
Hennock, only 226 local authorities had adopted local compulsion by 1854, and 
fewer than 769,000 workers belonged to state-supervised provident funds for 
industrial workers offering sickness benefit in 1872.  This figure compares quite 
poorly with the number of workers who belonged to voluntary friendly societies 
providing sickness insurance in England and Wales in the same year.32 
In his account of the relationship between voluntarism and the state in 
twentieth-century Britain, Geoffrey Finlayson drew an important distinction between 
ZKDWKHGHVFULEHGDVWKHµVHOI-UHJDUGLQJ¶QDWXre of self-help and mutual-aid 
organisations DQGWKHµRWKHU-UHJDUGLQJ¶QDWXUHRISULYDWHFKDULWLHV 33 but this 
distinction can be overdrawn.34  As Simon Cordery has explained, one of the largest 
British friendly societies, the Manchester Unity of Oddfellows, originally provided 
assistance on the basis of need, and it was only later that it decided to establish a 
direct link between the receipt of benefits and the payment of contributions.35  This 
was not the only way in which friendly societies could sometimes blur the boundaries 
EHWZHHQµVHOI-KHOS¶DQGKHOSLQJRWKHUV'XULQJWKHHDUO\-nineteenth century, a 
                                            
31
  *XQQDU6WROOEHUJµHilfskassen in nineteenth-FHQWXU\*HUPDQ\¶LQ0DUFHOYDQGHU/LQGHQHG
Social security mutualism: the comparative history of mutual benefit societies, Bern: Peter 
Lang, pp. 309-28, at p. 311. 
32
  Peter Hennock, The origin of the welfare state in England and Germany, 1850-1914, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007, pp. 151-60, 172-8. 
33
  *HRIIUH\)LQOD\VRQµ$PRYLQJIURQWLHUYROXQWDULVPDQGWKHVWDWHLQ%ULWLVKVRFLDOZelfare 
1911-¶Twentieth Century British History, 1 (1990), 183-206, at pp. 183-4. 
34
  6HHDOVR%UHWW)DLUEDLUQµ6HOI-help and philanthropy: the emergence of cooperatives in 
Britain, Germany, the United States and Canada from mid-nineteenth to mid-twentieth 
FHQWXU\¶LQ7KRPDV$GDPHGPhilanthropy, patronage and civil society: experiences from 
Germany, Great Britain and North America, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2004, pp. 
55-DQG'DQLHO:HLQEUHQ¶VFRQWULbution to this volume (chapter 4 below). 
35
  Cordery, British friendly societies, p. 108. 
10 
QXPEHURIµSDWURQLVHG¶IULHQGO\VRFLHWLHVZHUHHVWDEOLVKHGE\PHPEHUVRIWKHORFDO
gentry for the benefit of agricultural workers in the rural counties of southern 
England, although these societies never achieved the popularity of more 
conventional organisations.36  The friendly societies might also be expected to 
perform charitable activities within their own communities.  According to Audrey Fisk, 
the Ancient Order of Foresters often called upon its members to make donations to 
people affected by mining disasters, and they contributed to appeals launched on 
behalf of those affected by tKH/DQFDVKLUHµFRWWRQIDPLQH¶LQ the 1860s.  They also 
responded to appeals launched on behalf of fellow Foresters in the wake of the 
Chicago fire in 1871 and the San Francisco earthquake in 1906.37  In the United 
States, the Independent Order of Foresters also launched an appeal on behalf of 
members affected by the San Francisco earthquake, and in 1927 the Improved 
Benevolent and Protective Order of the Elks donated more than US$4000 to 
members affected by the Mississippi floods and the Florida hurricanes.38 
The friendly societies were not the only mutual-aid organisations in which the 
boundaries between self-help and charity could sometimes be blurred.  As we have 
already seen, a large number of contributory insurance schemes were established to 
raise money for voluntary hospitals in Britain during the second half of the nineteenth 
century.  The individuals who joined the schemes contributed a small weekly 
payment which meant that they would not have to pay for any treatment they might 
                                            
36
  Peter Gosden, The friendly societies in England, 1815-75, Manchester: Manchester 
University Press, 1961, pp. 52-5; Hopkins, Self-help, p. 15; Cordery, British friendly societies, 
pp. 49-50. 
37
  Audrey Fisk, Mutual self-help in southern England, 1850-19126RXWKDPSWRQ)RUHVWHUV¶
Heritage Trust, 2006, p. 157. 
38
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subsequently receive.  However, the schemes did not provide members with an 
automatic right to be treated,39 and they were careful to couch their appeals for funds 
in the language of charity as well as personal self-interest.  This is reflected in the 
following verse, which accompanied a cartoon showing the reasons why it was in the 
ZRUNHU¶VRZQLQWHrest to subscribe to the Hospital Saturday Fund in Birmingham 
during the 1880s: 
1RZGRQ¶WWXUQDZD\EXWUHPHPEHUWRGD\ 
Is the day of all days in the year 
:KHQWKHWUXHZRUNLQJPDQVD\Vµ,¶OOGRDOO,FDQ 
7KHVRUURZLQJVLFNRQHVWRFKHHU¶ 
7KHQGRQ¶WWXUQaside, with a false sort of pride, 
Since you cannot give dollars or crowns! 
But do what you can, like a brave-hearted man, 
$QGJLYHXVDKDQGIXORIµEURZQV¶40 
If historians of friendly societies and contributory insurance schemes have 
challenged the idea that mutual-aid organisations are either necessarily or 
H[FOXVLYHO\µVHOI-UHJDUGLQJ¶KLVWRULDQVRIFKDULW\DQGSKLODQWKURS\KDYHRIWHQ
TXHVWLRQHGWKHDVVXPSWLRQWKDWFKDULWLHVDUHQHFHVVDULO\µRWKHU-UHJDUGLQJ¶41  In 
nineteenth-century Britain, philanthropic activity was regarded as compensation for 
childlessness (Ferdinand Mocatta), a way of coping with the consequences of 
bereavement (Josephine Butler and Olive Malvery), and as a ZD\RIHVFDSLQJµLQQHU
FRQIOLFWVRISHUVRQDOLW\¶ (the seventh Earl of Shaftesbury).42  It offered opportunities 
for the cultivation of useful social contacts and provided middle-class women with 
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  Political and Economic Planning, Report on the British health services: a survey of the 
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  Harris, Origins of the British welfare state, p. 60; Finlayson, Citizen, state and social welfare, 
pp. 49-52. 
12 
opportunities for participation in public life which were otherwise denied them.43  
During the twentieth century, charitable organisations became an increasingly 
important source of paid employment.44  Charity was often regarded as an important 
mechanism for the establishment of social ties and the maintenance of social 
harmony.  As one contributor to a Moscow religious journal wrote in 1862: 
TKHSDULVKFRPPXQLW\«KDVORQJDWWUDFWHGWKHDWWHQWLRQRIPDQ\DVWKHPRVW
suitable form of moral-social activity; to use the parish to draw the well-to-do 
and the poor together morally and economically and to stop the evil that 
inequality of social conditions produces, is an excellent idea, fully worthy of a 
society based on Christian principles.45 
Although historians have often argued about the motives behind philanthropy, 
and will doubtless continue to do so,46 it is also important to recognise the 
contributions which charity and philanthropy did make towards meeting social needs.  
In Florence, the Congregation of San Giovanni Battista played a leading role in the 
provision of outdoor relief and employment opportunities during the occupation of 
Tuscany between 1808 and 1814, and also took responsibility for the licensing of 
beggars and the accommodation and training of orphans.47  During the hungry years 
of the 1840s, the city council of Lyon launched a public appeal for donations to assist 
WKHWRZQ¶VXQHPSORyed workers, and two-thirds of the additional aid provided in the 
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Netherlands came from private foundations and individual donors.48  In nineteenth-
FHQWXU\*HUPDQ\µDORFDOFXOWXUHRIDVVRFLDWLRQVEHFDPHHVWDEOLVKHGHVSHFLDOO\LQ
the cities, which encompassed all areas of civil life and also formed the 
organisational backbone for private ± both confessional and non-confessional ± 
LQLWLDWLYHVIRUWKHSRRUDQGQHHG\¶49  In England and Wales, charity trusts played an 
important part in the relief of poverty in rural areas, and several towns and cities 
launched appeals for emergency relief during periods of high unemployment during 
the 1840s, 1860s and 1880s, as well as during the 1920s.50  In the United States, 
private philanthropists had traditionally attached more importance to the preventive 
role of charity than to its ameliorative functions, but that did not prevent them from 
launching a series of appeals for the relief of distress caused by unemployment 
before the introduction of the New Deal.51 
Charity also made an important contribution to the development of other 
welfare services.  In post-Emancipation Russia, voluntary societies provided soup 
kitchens and homeless shelters for people migrating to cities in search of jobs, and 
played a leading role in the provision of subsidised and model housing for the poor.52  
In the United States, almost every American community possessed its complement 
                                            
48
  :LOOLDP%&RKHQµ(SLORJXHWKH(XURSHDQFRPSDULVRQ¶LQ/DZUHQFH)ULHGPDQDQG0DUN
McGarvie, eds., Charity, philanthropy and civility in American history, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2003, 385-412, at p. 399. 
49
  Christoph SachȕHµ3XEOLFDQGSULYDWHLQ*HUPDQVRFLDOZHOIDUHWKHVWRWKHV¶LQ
Michael Katz and Christoph Sachȕe, eds., The mixed economy of social welfare: 
public/private relations in England, Germany and the United States, the 1870s to the 1930s, 
Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 1996, pp. 148-69, at p. 149. 
50
  Harris, Origins of the British welfare state, pp. 70-1, 189. 
51
  Robert Bremner, American philanthropy, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960, pp. 
144-'DYLG+DPPDFNµ)DLOXUHDQGUHVLOLHQFHSXVKLQJWKHOLPLWVLQGHSUHVVLRQDQG
ZDUWLPH¶LQ/DZUHQFH)ULHGPDQDQG0DUN0F*DUYLHHGVCharity, philanthropy and civility in 
American history, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003, pp. 263-80.  See also 
$QGUHZ0RUULV¶VFRQWULEXWLRQWRWhis volume (chapter 8 below). 
52
  Lindenmeyr, Poverty is not a vice, p. 221. 
14 
RIµZHOO-to-do citizens [who] contributed to the founding and support of churches, 
KRVSLWDOVDQGRUSKDQDJHV¶DQGSULYDWe philanthropists took the lead in providing 
financial support for schools and colleges.53  In England and Wales, voluntary 
organisations contributed to the development of social housing and provided the 
PDMRULW\RIWKHFRXQWU\¶VHOHPHQWDUy school places before 1900, whilst more than 
twenty per cent of all hospital beds were located in voluntary institutions on the eve 
of the First World War.54 
During the last thirty years, a number of historians have attempted to express 
the contribution made by charity to tKHµPL[HGHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶LQTXDQWLWDWLYH
WHUPV,Q)UDQFHLWKDVEHHQHVWLPDWHGWKDWµRXWOD\VRIFKDULW\UHSUHVHQWHGWZHQW\
SHUFHQWRIDERXUJHRLVIDPLO\¶VH[SHQGLWXUHV¶DQGWKDWµSULYDWHDLGWRWKHSRRU
equalled that provided by official municipal RUJDQV¶DWWKHHQGRIWKHQLQHWHHQWK
century.55  $GHOH/LQGHQPH\UKDVDUJXHGWKDWµDORQJZLWKLQGLYLGXDODOPVJLYLQJ
organised private charity constituted the major source of poor relief in the [Russian] 
Empire.56  In Britain, it has often been claimed that XQRIILFLDOH[HUWLRQµIDURXWZHLJKHG
RIILFLDOH[HUWLRQ¶GXULQJWKHPLG-QLQHWHHQWKFHQWXU\DQGWKDWµHOHHPRV\QDU\
FRQWULEXWLRQVZHUHJUHDWHUE\IDUWKDQWKHZKROHQDWLRQDOH[SHQGLWXUHRQSRRUUHOLHI¶
at the beginning of the 1870s.57  However, these comparisons should be interpreted 
with a certain amount of care.  One of the main problems is that a substantial 
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proportion of recorded charity was used for purposes which would have stood far 
outside any contemporary definition of the legitimate scope of the poor law, such as 
missionary activity.58  This is without taking account of the fact that significant 
amounts of money were embezzled, whilst large sums were devoted to the 
organisation of social activities and the construction of lavish buildings which may 
have had little direct bearing on the lives of those in whose name they were 
organised.59 
Despite these difficulties, a number of historians have attempted to compare 
levels of charitable expenditure in different countries.  According to Frank Prochaska, 
no nation (or country) on earth can lay claim to a richer philanthropic past or a 
greater philanthropic tradition than (Great) Britain.60  However, the economic 
historian, Peter Lindert, has calculated that the amount distributed by private 
charities to the poor in England and Wales fell from 0.4 per cent of GNP in 1790 to 
less than 0.1 per cent between 1861 and 1876.  These figures compare relatively 
poorly with the figures for France (0.5 per cent of GNP in 1880), Italy ( per cent 
of GNP in 1868), and the Netherlands (between 0.67 and 1.49 per cent of GNP at 
the end of the eighteenth century).61  On the other hand, /LQGHUW¶VILJXUHVfor England 
and Wales are confined to those charities which filed their accounts with the 
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Charities Commission and may therefore be an underestimate.  He estimated that 
these charities earned an annual average income of £2.2 million between 1861 and 
1876, of which £0.9 million was devoted to the relief of the poor.  In contrast, 
7KRPDV+DZNVOH\HVWLPDWHGWKDW/RQGRQ¶VFKDULWLHVDORQHKDGDWRWDOLQFRPHRI
PLOOLRQDWWKHHQGRIWKHVLQFOXGLQJPLOOLRQIRUµWKHRUGLQDU\QHFHVVDULHVRI
OLIH¶DQGDIXUWKHUPLOOLRQGRQDWHGIURPYDULRXVVRXUFes for the relief of the 
poor.62 
During the 1990s, Lester Salamon and Helmut Anheier embarked on an 
ambitious attempt to define the voluntary or µnon-profit¶ sector.  They argued that the 
non-SURILWVHFWRUµLVDVHWRIRUJDQLVDWLRQVWKDWDUHIRUPDOO\-constituted, non-
governmental in basic structure, self-governing, non-profit distributing, and voluntary 
WRVRPHPHDQLQJIXOH[WHQW¶63  However, as Susannah Morris has argued, it can be 
difficult to apply this definition to particular historical circumstances.  During the 
second half of the nineteenth century, joint-stock companies were established on 
both sides of the Atlantic to provide model housing for the residents of large cities.  
Although these organisations were designed to yield a small profit for their 
VKDUHKROGHUVWKHLUSULPDU\SXUSRVHZDVµWRSURYLGHDPRUHVDOXEULRXVVWDQGDUGRI
accommodation for the working-FODVVHVDWDQDIIRUGDEOHFRVW¶DQGWKH\DFKLHYHG
WKLVE\FKDUJLQJµEHORZ-market rents which were in many cases equivalent to those 
charged by the non-SURILWGLVWULEXWLQJRUJDQLVDWLRQVLQWKHILHOG¶64 
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0RUULV¶VZRUNDOVRKLJKOLJKWVWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIWKHUROHSOD\HGE\FRPPHUFLDO
organisations in the provision of welfare services more generally.  As Paul Johnson 
has shown, some of the most successfuOµZHOIDUH¶RUJDQLVDWLRQVLQ%ULWDLQGXULQJWKH
late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries were the commercial life assurance 
companies, such as the Prudential Assurance Company, which was responsible for 
approximately 21 million paid-up policies on the eve of the First World War. 65  These 
organisations continued to expand throughout the twentieth century, as individuals 
took out an increasing range of insurance policies to protect themselves against an 
ever-expanding selection of risks.  The expansion of these forms of provision, 
alongside the growth of personal and occupational pension plans and the increasing 
involvement of commercial organisations in the provision of public services, is likely 
to provide fertile ground for future historians.66 
Although this review has concentrated on those aspects of welfare provision 
which often seemed to be under-researched by earlier generations of welfare 
historians, it is important to recognise that the most important feature of welfare 
history over the last two hundred years has been the expanding role of the State.  In 
Britain, the earliest poor law legislation was introduced in the sixteenth and early-
seventeenth centuries.  The Elizabethan Poor Laws of 1597 and 1601 allowed the 
churchwardens and overseers of each parish to levy a tax, or poor rate, on the 
LQKDELWDQWVDQGRFFXSLHUVRIODQGDQGPDGHWKHPUHVSRQVLEOHIRUµVHWWLQJWKHSRRU
RQZRUN¶PDLQWDLQLQJWKRVHZKRZHUHXQDEOHWRZRUNDQGPDNLQJDUUDQJHPHQWVIRU
                                                                                                                                       
social problems: working-class housing in nineteenth-FHQWXU\/RQGRQ¶Economic History 
Review, 54 (2001), 525-45. 
65
  Johnson, Saving and spending, pp. 16-19. 
66
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the apprenticeship of pauper children.  The cost of the poor law rose substantially 
during the late-eighteenth and early-nineteenth centuries and this led to a major 
change in the system of poor law administration in 1834, but it continued to play a 
major role in the development of public welfare provision in England and Wales until 
1948.67 
In a famous paper, the British sociologist, T.H. Marshall, drew an important 
distinction between three different sorts of rights ± civil rights, political rights and 
VRFLDOULJKWV+HGHILQHGFLYLOULJKWVDVµWKHULJhts necessary for individual freedom ± 
liberty of the person, freedom of speech, the right to own property and to conclude 
YDOLGFRQWUDFWVDQGWKHULJKWWRMXVWLFH¶3ROLWLFDOULJKWVLQFOXGHGµWKHULJKWWR
participate in the exercise of political power, as a member of a body invested with 
SROLWLFDODXWKRULW\DQGDVDQHOHFWRURIWKHPHPEHUVRIVXFKDERG\¶DQGVRFLDOULJKWV
FRYHUHGµWKHZKROHUDQJHIURPWKHULJKWWRDPRGLFXPRIHFRQRPLFZHOIDUHDQG
security to the right to share to the full in the sociaOKHULWDJHDQG«OLYHWKHOLIHRID
FLYLOLVHGEHLQJDFFRUGLQJWRWKHVWDQGDUGVSUHYDLOLQJLQWKHVRFLHW\¶68  In principle, the 
establishment of the Poor Law gave individuals the opportunity to assert a limited 
version of their µsocial rights¶ by giving thePWKHULJKWWRDµPRGLFXPRIHFonomic 
ZHOIDUH¶EXWWKH\PLJKWILQGWKDWWKH\ZHUHonly able to exercise this right by 
relinquishing some of their other rights (e.g. by being required to enter a workhouse, 
or being denied the right to vote in either Parliamentary or local elections).  
Consequently, although the Poor Law enabled individuals to make claims upon the 
community, it also excluded them from full membership of the community.  One of 
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WKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWµEDGJHV¶RIPHPEHUVKLSWKHULJKWWRYRWHZDVonly extended to 
paupers in 1918.69 
During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries Parliament introduced a 
number of different measures which extended the boundaries of state welfare 
intervention ZLWKRXWVXEMHFWLQJWKRVHDIIHFWHGE\WKHPWRWKHµGLVDELOLWLHV¶DVVRFLDWHG
with the Poor Law.  Some of the earliest examples of such measures were the 
introduction of Acts to limit the working hours of children and young persons and 
establish minimum standards in factories and workplaces.  These measures were 
followed by the introduction of Parliamentary grants to support the provision of public 
education after 1833, and the acceptance of state responsibility for the provision of 
education after 1870.  However, some of the most significant changes in public 
welfare policy followed the election of the Liberal government in 1906.  This 
JRYHUQPHQWH[SDQGHGWKHVWDWH¶VUROHLQWKHSUHYHQWLRQRILQGLYLGXDOSRYHUW\E\
introducing such measures as old age pensions in 1908, minimum wage legislation 
in 1909, and insurance against sickness and unemployment in 1911.  Although many 
of these measures were quite limited, they helped to lay the foundations for further 
changes in state welfare policy, such as the introduction of subsidised local authority 
housing in 1919, and the creation of the National Health Service in 1948.70 
Although the precise details of this chronology may vary from country to 
country, virtually all industrialised countries have witnessed significant increases in 
the role of state welfare over the past two centuries, even though there have also 
been significant differences in the pattern of welfare provision and the entitlements 
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which this entails.71  However, this development has often been associated with 
fierce controversy.  During the 1970s and 1980s, a growing army of critics claimed 
that welfare state regulations were stifling innovation and initiative and that national 
economies were being hampered by excessive levels of public expenditure, but in 
spite of these criticisms, there has been relatively little change in the total share of 
national wealth which is consumed by public welfare spending since the 1980s.72  
However, within the context of the welfare state, major changes have occurred in the 
relationship between public and private welfare providers, and this has led to further 
changes in the size of the contributions which each sector makes to the overall 
µZHOIDUHPL[¶73  The question of how this relationship may continue to evolve is likely 
to remain at the heart of social-policy debates for many years to come. 
 
*** 
 
The essays in this volume are primarily concerned with two elements of the mixed 
economy of welfare ± charity and mutual aid.  They emphasise the close relationship 
between these two elements and the often blurred boundaries between each of them 
and commercial provision, and they reinforce the impression of fluidity and hybridity 
in the organisation of welfare provision before 1945.  They also illustrate the dynamic 
QDWXUHRIWKHPL[HGHFRQRP\DQGKLJKOLJKWWKHµPHVV\¶QHJRWLDWHGSURFHVVRIVWDte 
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growth, in which social and political factors, as well as performance, made a 
significant contribution to sectoral change.  Finally, the essays also raise important 
questions about the relationship between rights and responsibilities within the mixed 
economy of welfare and the ties which bind both the donors and recipients of charity 
and the members of voluntary organisations.  Three of the chapters are primarily 
concerned with England and Wales, one with the Netherlands, one with Sweden and 
Norway, and RQHZLWKWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVRI$PHULFD7KRPDV$GDPV¶FKDSWHU
ranges more widely across more than six centuries of European history, and Thomas 
Adam examines the process of policy transfer between Britain, Germany and North 
America. 
In Chapter 2, Bernard Harris starts by exploring the role played by charity in 
debates over the reform of the Poor Law in England and Wales before 1834.  He 
DUJXHVWKDWFULWLFVRIWKHµ2OG3RRU/DZ¶GUHZDGLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQWKHLGHDRID
statutory entitlement to welfare, which they believed the Poor Law had come to 
represent, and the much more conditional, or discretionary, entitlement associated 
with a system of charitable relief.  He then goes on to examine the extent of the 
assistance provided by charity following the introdXFWLRQRIWKHµ1HZ3RRU/DZ¶LQ
1834.  In the final section of the chapter, he discusses the changing boundary 
between voluntary and statutory welfare after 1870.  Although groups such as the 
Charity Organisation Society campaigned for further restrictions on the provision of 
SRRUUHOLHIDQGWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIDPRUHµVFLHQWLILF¶UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQFKDULW\
and the Poor Law, their efforts were largely undermined by the development of new 
forms of state welfare from the 1870s onwards.  These developments paved the way 
IRUWKHHPHUJHQFHRIZKDWVXEVHTXHQWO\EHFDPHNQRZQDVWKHµQHZSKLODQWKURS\¶
after the First World War. 
22 
$OWKRXJK+DUULV¶VFKDSWHULVSDUWLFXODUO\FRQFHUQHGZLWKWKHFRQFHSWRI
changes in the relationship between charity and the poor law, ThoPDV$GDPV¶
chapter XVHVWKHFRQFHSWRIDµPL[HGPRUDOHFRQRP\RIZHOIDUH¶WRKLJKOLJKWWKH
existence of some striking continuities.  He argues that there are strong similarities 
between the sense of obligation which underpinned the idea of charity in Continental 
(XURSHEHIRUHDQGVRPHRIWKHLGHDVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHFRQFHSWRIµVRFLDO
FLWL]HQVKLS¶DIWHU+HDOVRLGHQWLILHVVWURQJVLPLlarities between the ways in 
which traditional forms of welfare support sought to discipline the poor and the 
concerns of welfare states today.  However, although Adams emphasises the extent 
to which the welfare state has built on earlier ideas, he also acknowledges the extent 
to which some modern observers have criticised the ways in which it does this.  In 
the final section of his chapter, he explores the ways in which politicians such as 
Helmut Kohl, the former German Chancellor, have utilised the concept of 
µVXEVLGLDULW\¶WRDUJXHWKDWWKHZHOIDUHVWDWHQHHGVWRILQGDZD\RIUHVWRULQJ
responsibility to lowest level at which it can reasonably be exercised, whether this is 
the individual, the family, the local community, or the national state. 
In Chapter 4, Daniel Weinbren examines the complex relationship between 
µSKLODQWKURS\¶DQGµPXWXDODLG¶$OWKRXJKPDQ\SUHYious authors have tended to 
place philanthropy and mutual aid in separate and often unrelated compartments, he 
argues that they have often been closely related.  He begins by examining the extent 
to which charities and friendly societies in England and Wales could both trace their 
RULJLQVWRWKHPHGLHYDOJXLOGV+HWKHQGUDZVRQ0DUFHO0DXVV¶VFRQFHSWRIµWKH
23 
JLIW¶74 to argue that they also shared a common understanding of the importance of 
reciprocity in social relationships.  In the third and fourth sections of the chapter, he 
explores the practical implications of this insight.  On the one hand, the friendly 
societies encouraged their members to behave charitably towards each other and 
WKHLUORFDOFRPPXQLWLHVRQWKHRWKHUWKH\RIWHQUHOLHGRQµpOLWH¶PHmbers to provide 
financial support, administrative expertise and social patronage.  Although Weinbren 
does not seek to diminish the differences between charities and friendly societies, he 
LVDOVRFRQFHUQHGWRKLJKOLJKWµWKHLUFRPPRQURRWV«WKHLUFRQWLQXLng common 
LQWHUHVWLQLQVWLWXWLRQDOLVLQJEHQHYROHQFH«DQGWKHLULQWHUHVWLQWUDQVFHQGLQJ
HFRQRPLFWUDQVIHUV«E\H[WHQGLQJWKHPWRLQYROYHHPRWLRQDODQGVRFLDO
UHODWLRQVKLSV¶75 
,QFRQWUDVWWR:HLQEUHQ¶VFKDSWHU0DUFRYDQ/HHXZHQLVPXFKPRUHGLUHFWO\
concerned with the financial benefits provided by mutual-aid organisations and their 
relationship to other kinds of insurance scheme in the Netherlands during the 
nineteenth century.  To facilitate this, he distinguishes between five types of 
insurance scheme ± those provided by factory schemes, mutual-aid organisations, 
trade unions, commercial organisations and general-practitioner schemes ± and six 
YDULHWLHVRIµULVN¶± loss of income due to sickness, the cost of medical treatment, 
childbirth, old-age and widowhood, unemployment and death.  Table 1.1 shows that 
there was at least some form of provision for each type of risk in the Netherlands by 
the end of the nineteenth century, but the extent of this provision should not be 
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  Marcel Mauss, Essai sur le don. Forme et raison de l'échange dans les sociétés archaïques, 
3DULV/¶$QQpH6RFLRORJLTXH5HSXEOLVKHGDVThe gift: forms and functions of 
exchange in archaic societies, London: Cohen and West, 1954. 
75
  See Chapter 4 below. 
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exaggerated.  Van Leeuwen estimates that less than one per cent of the Dutch 
population was insured against the financial risks of unemployment, widowhood or 
old age at the start of the last decade of the nineteenth century, fewer than ten per 
cent were insured against loss of income due to ill-health, and fewer than sixteen 
percent were insured for medical costs.  The only form of benefit which could really 
be said to be widely available was funeral benefit, which covered more than half the 
population.76 
 
Table 1.1.  Mutual aid and private insurance in the Netherlands during the nineteenth 
century 
 
Type/Risk 
Sickness 
insurance 
(income 
replacement) 
Sickness 
insurance 
(cost of 
treatment) Childbirth 
Old age and 
ZLGRZV¶
pensions Unemployment Death 
Factory 9 9 9 9  9 
Mutual 
(excluding 
trade unions) 9   9 9 9 
Commercial 9   9  9 
Trade union 9 9   9 9 
General 
Practitioner 9 9     
Source: Chapter 5. 
In view of the limited extent of this form of welfare provision, it is perhaps not 
surprising that so many European governments should have been considering the 
introduction of some form of statutory intervention.  In Chapter 6, Peter Johansson 
examines the different ways in which governments responded to this challenge in 
Sweden and Norway.  During the mid-1880s, the governments of both countries 
viewed the threat of industrial and social unrest with considerable alarm and this led 
them to establish Commissions to investigate the possibility of introducing new forms 
                                            
76
  See Chapter 5, Table 14. 
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of sickness insurance, but there were still important differences in the nature of the 
schemes they introduced.  In Sweden, the government was able to build on the 
foundations of existing schemes and introduce its own voluntary system in 1891, but 
the Norwegian government determined upon a mandatory scheme, which was only 
introduced in 17KHPDLQDLPRI-RKDQVVRQ¶VFKDSWHULVWRH[SODLQWKHUHDVRQV
for these differences.  $OWKRXJKKHUHFRJQLVHVWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIIDUPHUV¶LQWHUHVWVLQ
the two countries, he argues that the most important factor in explaining the 
differences between them was that the existing voluntary schemes appeared to have 
made much greater inroads in Sweden than in Norway, and this meant that they 
JHQHUDWHGDPXFKJUHDWHUFDSDFLW\IRUµWKLUG-VHFWRUJURZWK¶ 
7KRPDV$GDP¶VFKDSWHUDOVRKDVDPXOWLQDWLRQDOIRFXVEXWLt is more 
concerned with the question of housing than health, and it utilises ideas drawn from 
WKHµSROLF\-WUDQVIHU¶OLWHUDWXUHWRH[SORUHWKHZD\VLQZKLFKGLIIHUHQWLGHDVDERXWWKH
problem of housing reform flowed between Britain, Germany and North America.77  
During the second half of the nineteenth century, British housing reformers pursued 
a number of different strategies for the improvement of working-class housing 
conditions, including the letting of existing properties to model tenants (Octavia Hill) 
DQGWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIQHZKRXVLQJXQGHUWKHJXLGHRIµILYH-per-FHQWSKLODQWKURS\¶78  
Adam shows how German and North American investigators travelled to Britain to 
study these schemes and explore the possibility of transplanting them to their own 
countries.  However, there were also important differences in the ways in which the 
ideas were applied.  In the United States, the concept of five-per-cent philanthropy 
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  For an introducWLRQWRµSROLF\WUDQVIHU¶VHHHJ''RORZLW]DQG'0DUVKµ:KROHDUQVZKDW
IURPZKRP"$UHYLHZRIWKHSROLF\WUDQVIHUOLWHUDWXUH¶Political Studies, 44 (1996), 343-57. 
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  See Harris, Origins of the British welfare state, pp. 133-4. 
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attracted considerable interest, but its proponents were never able to demonstrate 
that it provided a viable method of meeting housing needs.  In Germany, reformers 
were able to combine the concept of five-per-cent philanthropy with ideas borrowed 
from the British cooperative movement, and this provided a much firmer foundation 
for subsequent development. 
$GDP¶VFKDSWHUDOVRUDLVHVIXUWKHULVVXHVDERXWWKHORFDWLRQDQGFODULW\RIWKH
boundaries between different forms of welfare provision.  As we have just seen, 
Adam argues that it was easier to transplant the concept of five-per-cent 
philanthropy to Germany because it became absorbed within the cooperative 
movement, and this helps to blur the boundaries between philanthropy and mutual 
aid.79  However, the concept of five-per-cent philanthropy (or the limited-dividend 
company) also blurs the boundary between charity and commercial welfare.  As 
Adam points out, several modern commentators have argued that limited dividend 
companies were commercial organisations because they were designed to yield a 
dividend for their investors, but these organisations should also be regarded as 
charitable institutions because the dividends they offered were lower than those 
which investors might have obtained elsewhere. 
In Chapter 8, Andrew Morris explores the relationship between voluntary and 
statutory welfare provision in the United States before the Great Depression.  He 
argues that even before 1929, voluntary agencies were beginning to argue that the 
public sector should assume a greater share of responsibility for meeting material 
needs.  He attributes this to the emergence of new psychoanalytic theories which 
HQFRXUDJHGYROXQWDU\VRFLDOZRUNHUVµWRIRFXVRQWKHSV\FKRORJLFDODQGHPRWLRQDO
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  See also FairbaLUQµµ6HOI-KHOSDQGSKLODQWKURS\¶ 
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URRWVRIWKHLUFOLHQWV¶³PDODGMXVWPHQW´WRVRFLHW\¶DQGWRWKHLQFUHDVLQJILQDQFLDO
difficulties which the voluntary agencies themselves were facing.  He also examines 
the ways in which leading figures within the voluntary sector sought to define a new 
role for themselves within the context of an expanding public welfare sector.  Rather 
like their counterparts in the United Kingdom, they argued that the voluntary sector 
could support the public sector by showing greater sensitivity in its relationships with 
welfare clients, scrutinising the work of public agencies, representing the interests of 
disadvantaged groups, and pioneering the development of new forms of welfare 
activity. 
The spotlight returns to the UK in Chapter 9.  In this chapter, Paul Bridgen 
H[DPLQHVWKHUHDVRQVIRUWKHµGHPLVH¶RIWKHYROXQWDU\KRVSLWDOV\VWHPLQ%ULWDLQDIWHU
the Second World War.  The voluntary hospitals have received an increasing amount 
of attention in recent years, with much of it focusing on their performance.80  
However, Bridgen argues that sectoral change can only be understood properly if 
greater attention is given to the social and political context within which change 
occurred, particularly the relationship between the voluntary hospitals and the middle 
classes.  During the nineteenth century, the majority of middle-class patients were 
most likely to receive medical treatment in their own homes but the emergence of 
new forms of treatment, allied to the introduction of more hygienic operating 
environments, meant that an increasing number of patients were likely to seek 
hospital treatment.  Bridgen argues that the voluntary hospitals failed to respond to 
this demand by providing sufficient accommodation on terms which middle-class 
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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patients found acceptable.  This meant that when the government proposed to bring 
the voluntary hospitals under some form of state control during the first half of the 
1940s, the hospitals lacked the kind of middle-class support which might have 
enabled them to maintain their independence. 
